INTRODUCTION

"ABERRANT" AUSTRONESIAN LANGUAGES OF MELANESIA.
The Austronesian languages of the Melanesian region have long been viewed as different from those of Micronesia and Polynesia in ways that raise questions regarding their historical development. Grace (1981 Grace ( , 1992 Grace ( , 1996 describes this difference as a continuum from more "aberrant" to more "exemplary" languages, noting the presence of many more aberrant Austronesian languages in Melanesia than in the other two regions of Oceania. By aberrant, Grace (1992 Grace ( , 1996 means a language with which the application of the Comparative Method of historical linguistics yields results that are complex and difficult to interpret. (For discussion of the comparative method, see Rankin 2003 and Harrison 2003 .) Grace lists four ways in which languages can be aberrant: (i) they show relatively few cognates with other Austronesian languages; (ii) they are structurally atypical of the Austronesian languages of their subgroup (for example, Oceanic); (iii) they have large phoneme inventories and phonetic features that are atypical of Austronesian languages; and/or (iv) they do not show unambiguous regular sound correspon-dences, but rather often display multiple sets of contrasting correspondences. Languages with one or more of these features raise the question of what kinds of historical explanations account for their atypical nature. There is continuing debate regarding the histories of these "aberrant" languages in Melanesia (see Pawley 2006) . 1 Ross (1988) demonstrated that the application of the Comparative Method to the Austronesian languages of northwestern Melanesia, namely Papua New Guinea and the northwestern Solomon Islands, does in fact yield regular sound correspondences and patterns of shared innovations that indicate phylogenetic relationships among the languages of the region. However, Ross (1988) also notes that these languages are characterized by a high degree of linguistic diversity or, in Grace's (1981) terms, are aberrant with respect to features (i) and (ii). For example, in terms of lexicon, languages of the Northwest Solomonic (henceforth NWS) subgroup are among the most innovative within the Austronesian family. That is, these languages retain proportionally fewer Austronesian etyma than other languages in the family (see Blust 2000 , Pawley 2009 , Ross 2010 . Also, certain languages within this subgroup, in particular the Mono-Uruavan ones, show highly atypical grammatical structures in comparison with other Austronesian languages of the region.
There is agreement in the literature that in this northwest region of Melanesia the linguistic diversity reflects histories of contact-induced change, resulting from widespread bilingualism among speakers of Austronesian and Papuan languages (Lynch 1981 , Ross 1988 , Pawley 2006 . Thurston (1982 Thurston ( , 1987 Thurston ( , 1994 and Ross (1996 Ross ( , 2008 investigate the atypical or aberrant grammatical structures in Austronesian Lusi (West New Britain, Papua New Guinea) and Takia (Karkar Island, Papua New Guinea), respectively. They show that these structures are similar to ones found in neighboring Papuan languages, and that they reflect contact-induced change. Comparable aberrant structures in other Austronesian languages of northwestern Melanesia, including the three Mono-Uruavan languages of the southern Bougainville region, have been presumed to reflect similar processes of contact-induced change.
al. , Hunley et al. 2008 . Archaeological sites on the east coast in what are now Torau-and Nasioi-speaking areas, in the southwest Buin-speaking area, and in the Shortland Islands all show similar sequences of different pottery styles, dating from around AD 400, that are interpreted as reflecting cultural contact among these different areas. In fact, it is suggested that pottery making and designs were introduced to the Buin region from the Shortland Islands (Irwin 1973 , Spriggs 1992 . Ethnographic research points to similar patterns of social and cultural interaction, with records of more trade and marriages occurring across ethnolinguistic boundaries in coastal areas than in inland areas (Ogan 2005) . Also, the cline seen in Nagovisi-, Motuna-, and Buin-speaking groups on Bougainville Island from strong to weak matrilineal descent, as well as weak to strong social stratification, and cultural value of pigs and shell money, are viewed as reflecting a cline from less to more social contact with Shortland Islanders (Keil 2005) . 4 Oral histories recorded from the late nineteenth century onwards describe a migration of Torau people to their current location on the east coast north of Arawa from an area of the Buin-speaking region on the southwest coast, and perhaps originally from the Shortland Islands, which is explained as resulting from social conflicts among neighboring groups of people (see Laracy 1969, Terrell and Irwin 1972) . Synchronically, there is regular social interaction among people from different ethnolinguistic groups in southern Bougainville and the Shortland Islands, particularly at markets in Arawa and Buin. However, today the language of intergroup communication is typically Tok Pisin, the English-based creole that is a national language of Papua New Guinea.
DETERMINING CONTACT-INDUCED CHANGE.
In this paper, we examine three areas of grammatical structure: clause order; the expression of oblique arguments and adjuncts; and possessive constructions. We argue that these structures in the Mono-Uruavan languages reflect contact-induced change under the influence of the neighboring South Bougainville languages. In support of this analysis we provide two types of evidence. First, we demonstrate that the constructions in the Mono-Uruavan languages are indeed innovative. This is done through comparison of the Mono-Uruavan constructions with those in other NWS languages, highlighting the kinds of constructions that are typical of NWS languages, and illustrating the ways in which the Mono-Uruavan languages are different. Structures are taken to be typical of NWS languages if they are present in several of the first-order groupings within the subgroup, which, in addition to Mono-Uruavan, include North Bougainville, Banoni-Piva, Choiseul, New Georgia, and Santa Isabel (see Ross 1988 Ross , 2010 . Support for the innovative nature of the Mono-Uruavan languages is also based on the typology of Oceanic languages more generally, as well as reconstructions of both Proto-NWS and Proto-Oceanic (see Ross 1988; Lynch, Ross, and Crowley 2002) .
Second, we test the hypothesis that these innovative structures in Mono-Uruavan may result from contact-induced change through comparison with structures in the neighboring Papuan languages of the South Bougainville family. Little reconstructive work has been carried out on South Bougainville, but constructions that are similar across the four languages are taken to be typical of the family as a whole, and thus likely to have been present in earlier stages of the languages' history.
Difference in structures between Mono-Uruavan languages and other NWS languages, and resemblance between Mono-Uruavan and the South Bougainville languages are taken as evidence that the innovative structures in Mono-Uruavan do indeed reflect contact-induced change resulting from social contact among speakers of Mono-Uruavan languages and their South Bougainville speaking neighbors. Some indications of the relative chronology of certain changes and patterns of resemblant structures across particular Mono-Uruavan and South Bougainville languages will also be mentioned.
"ABERRANT" STRUCTURES IN MONO-URUAVAN.
The three MonoUruavan languages-Mono, Torau, and Uruava-show a number of syntactic characteristics that are not only atypical of Oceanic languages in general, but are also different from other NWS languages. Most strikingly, these languages have SOV basic clause order, suggesting a right-headed VP, as well as the expected correlations of postpositions and possessor + possessum (PSSR + PSSM) order in possessive constructions (see Dryer 2007) . Each of these structural features resembles those found in the neighboring Papuan languages. In this section we compare (i) clause order, (ii) the expression of obliques, and (iii) possessive constructions in Mono-Uruavan languages with those features in other NWS languages and in South Bougainville languages, highlighting the innovative features in Mono-Uruavan languages that resemble structures in the neighboring South Bougainville languages.
CLAUSE ORDER
Clause order in NWS.
In most NWS languages, the pragmatically unmarked clause order is verb-initial, as demonstrated by (1a) from Kokota (Santa Isabel subgroup) and (2a) from Marovo (New Georgia subgroup). 5 In both Kokota and Marovo, a noun phrase denoting a topicalized referent with any grammatical relation may occur preverbally, as in (1b) from Kokota and (2b) from Marovo, where the object noun phrase occurs sentence-initially.
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(1) KOKOTA (SANTA ISABEL, NWS, OCEANIC) a. N-o fa-lehe=ri ago kokorako are. These same two clause orders occur in Banoni (Banoni-Piva subgroup), illustrated by comparison of (3a), where the Topic referent is denoted by the clause-initial pronoun, and (3b), where nna 'he' is no longer the Topic, and so occurs postverbally. Lynch and Ross (2002:451) thus describe the basic clause order of Banoni as comprising an optional initial Topic followed by the verb. Teop (North Bougainville subgroup), on the other hand, requires a clause-initial Topic, meaning that the verb of a clause always occurs in second position. This is illustrated in (4a), where the preverbal Topic is the subject, and in (4b), where it is the object. The frequent association of Topic with subject means that the most commonly occurring clause order in Teop is SVO, where S is actually in Topic position (Mosel and Thiesen 2007: §5, p.1) . Ross (2002:463ff.) 'These sores, they call toka-pis.' (Mosel and Thiesen 2007: §9.5, p.1) In summary, in all but one of the first-order NWS subgroups (Santa Isabel, New Georgia, Choiseul, Banoni-Piva, and North Bougainville) the basic clause order is Topic, followed by the verb, followed by pragmatically unmarked arguments. The apparent order of postverbal S and O varies from subgroup to subgroup: some languages, such as Kokota and Marovo, have an apparent VSO order; others, such as Sisiqa (Ross 2002) , are VOS. Still others, such as Teop, require the Topic position to be filled. Crucially for the present study, all are verb-initial, in the sense that the verb precedes any pragmatically unmarked arguments, with a preverbal argument position conforming to strict information structure restrictions (see Palmer 2009a ). This order is expressed by Ross (1988) as TVX, where X refers to any nontopic argument. 
Clause order in Mono-Uruavan.
The one NWS subgroup where the TVX generalization does not hold is Mono-Uruavan, which instead displays SOV basic clause order. In the limited Uruava data (Rausch 1912 , Oliver 1938 , the verb follows all core arguments in all clauses, as, for example, in (5). 'Put the pot on the fire.' (Rausch 1912:981) In pragmatically neutral clauses in Torau, the verb also occurs following all core arguments, as illustrated by (6a). However, it is possible for the object noun phrase to occur postverbally when the focus of the clause is the event. This is shown in (6b).
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(6) TORAU (MONO-URUAVAN, NWS, OCEANIC) a. Inau boo ma-gu atun-a. In Mono, the clause order appears to be much more variable. However, Fagan (1986:84) does describe verb-final clause order, a distinctive structure of Mono-Uruavan within NWS, as the "unmarked" order in both intransitive and transitive clauses. In intransitive clauses, both SV and VS orders occur with equal frequency, but Fagan (1986:84) describes SV as the unmarked structure, since postverbal subjects in intransitive clauses are usually formally marked by the preposition ga, which Fagan (1986) describes as an absolutive case marker, whereas preverbal subjects are formally unmarked; compare examples (7a) and (7b). Example (7b) also illustrates that it is possible for an adpositional phrase to follow the verb complex in Mono, also attested in Torau. In transitive clauses, all possible orders of S, O, and V are attested. However, SVO and SOV clauses appear to occur most frequently (Fagan 1986:84) , and again, Fagan (1986:84) describes SOV order as the unmarked one, since an object noun phrase that precedes the verb is formally unmarked, whereas an object noun phrase following the verb typically occurs with the preposition ga. This is illustrated by examples (7c) and (7d). 12. Uruava data are presented in IPA. 13. There are also pragmatic differences between clauses with SOV and OSV order in Torau, but these will not concern us in the present paper. 14. Symbols in the Torau orthography present in the data have their expected IPA values. 15. Fagan's (1986) description of Mono is based on a corpus of some 70 texts collected in 1908 -1909 , published as Wheeler (1926 'The old woman shall not kill my wives.' (Fagan 1986:101) 2.1.3 Clause order in South Bougainville. Like Mono-Uruavan languages, the Papuan South Bougainville languages are also characterized by SOV clause order. In Motuna, the best described of the four South Bougainville languages, it appears that all possible orders of the subject, object, and verb are possible, although SOV order appears to be the most frequent and the least marked pragmatically (see Onishi 1994:60ff.) . Onishi (1994) describes the order of intransitive clauses as SV, illustrated in (8).
(8) MOTUNA (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) … tii pehka po'tee meeng ooruh-u-u-na.
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ART.F young.girl very very become.afraid-3.SBJ-RMPST-F '… the young girl became very afraid.' (Onishi 1994:62) In transitive clauses, the preverbal order of the subject and object depends on both topicality and case marking. That is, if the referent of the transitive subject is the Topic of the sentence, then it must be unmarked for case and precede the object, as shown in (9a). Otherwise, the transitive subject takes ergative case marking and clause order is free. Thus in (9b) the ergative-marked subject follows the object.
(9) MOTUNA (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) a. Hoo Paanaangah tii Perui tu-u-ng. Not all clauses in Motuna are verb-final. A subject or object that expresses "new" information may occur following the verb (Onishi 1994:4) , as in example (10), suggesting a postverbal Focus position. 20 (10) MOTUNA (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) Tiwongori ong motukah a-matu motuk-e-u-r-u-ng therefore DEM.M island DEM-CLF.patch spare-APPL-3.OBJ:3.SBJ-PCL-RMPST-M so-i Maawo.
ART.M-ERG M.
'Therefore Maawo spared this patch of island for them.' (Onishi 1994:545) In Buin, the verb strictly follows all core arguments, as the examples in (11) show. Laycock (n.d.:6) describes the order of core argument noun phrases as determined not by their grammatical relations, but by their relative position on an animacy hierarchy, with arguments higher on the hierarchy occurring before arguments lower in animacy. 21 Thus the clause order in (11a) is OSV because the object is expressed by a 1st person pronoun and the subject by a 2nd person pronoun, whereas in (11b) the order is SOV, as the inanimate object follows the animate subject. However, if the referents of two arguments are equal in animacy, the clause order is SOV (Laycock n.d.:6) . Not all the examples in Laycock (2003) support this analysis. For example, in (11c) the clause order is SOV even though the object denotes a human referent and the subject a nonhuman animate. It appears, therefore, that SOV is the preferred clause order in Buin.
(11) BUIN (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) a. Ne ro mina-m-e-i.
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1SG 2SG hide-1.OBJ-2.SBJ-IMMPST 'You hide me.' 23 (Laycock n.d.:6) 20. Onishi (1994) follows Chafe's (1976) definition of the distinction between "given" and "new." A "new" referent is one that the speaker assumes is not in the "consciousness of the addressee at the time of the utterance" (Chafe 1976:30) . However, the texts that Onishi (1994) presents indicate that the new/given contrast may not account adequately for all examples of postverbal noun phrases in Motuna. It appears that Motuna clause-final Focus position may be the locus of participants with a range of focal functions, not merely new information, as Palmer (2009a) argues for the NWS language Cheke Holo. However, further research on Motuna information structure is needed in order to propose a more fine-grained analysis of clause order variation in that language. 21. Laycock (n.d.:6) gives the hierarchy as: 1st pronoun > 2nd pronoun > 3rd pronoun > human noun > animate noun > inanimate noun, following (without citing) Silverstein (1976) , but describes it as a hierarchy of topicality rather than animacy. 22. Buin examples and analysis are from three sources: Laycock (n.d.), Griffin (1974), and Laycock (2003) . Detailed morpheme-by-morpheme glosses of examples are not provided in any of these sources. We have added glosses to the Buin examples cited here based on grammatical analyses given in all three sources and the extensive lexical information presented in Laycock's (2003) dictionary. All data are presented in the orthography used by Laycock (2003) . All symbols have their expected IPA value. 23. Laycock (n.d.:6) gives the verb forms in this clause as mina-m-ei. However, from the verbal paradigms given in Laycock (2003:xix-xx) , it appears that -e denotes a 2nd person subject and -i immediate past tense. Immediate past verb forms are used to denote immediate past tense and future tense (along with a preverbal particle), while present tense verb forms are used to indicate present continuous actions (Laycock 2003:xvi) . From the translations provided for clauses with immediate past verb forms in Laycock (n.d.) and Laycock (2003) , it appears that Buin immediate past tense is used in contexts where the simple present is used in English.
b. Urugito toku oo-k-u-i. (Laycock 2003:37) In Nagovisi, verb-final clause order also appears to be obligatory, as illustrated in (12). However, the data presented by Decker (1981) (Decker 1981:59) The basic clause order in Nasioi is also verb-final, and there is a tendency for the subject to precede the object, as in (13a). However, as in Motuna, in Nasioi this is not the only attested order, and it is possible for a noun phrase to follow the verb, as illustrated in (13b). The pragmatic functions of different clause orders and of postverbal NPs in Nasioi are not yet fully understood, and further research is needed.
(13) NASIOI (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) a. Ning-e aung kapoo meu'-p-ans-ing.
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1SG-ERG DEM thing find-3.OBJ-1.SBJ-IMMPST 'I found this thing.' (Evans fieldnotes) b. … deto~deto nanu-anta-u-ainge ba-kan-a mingtong.
… uphill~RD go-CAUS-3.SBJ-FUT 3SG.PSSR-POSS-SG.PSSM garden '… he moves his garden uphill.' (Evans fieldnotes)
In summary, the basic clause order in South Bougainville languages is SOV, with a possible postverbal argument in several of the languages. In NWS languages of subgroups other than Mono-Uruavan, the pragmatically unmarked clause order is verb-initial, with a single preverbal position for pragmatically marked arguments, typically a Topic. MonoUruavan languages in this respect resemble their South Bougainville neighbors, rather than other NWS languages. The basic clause order is SOV, with pragmatically marked postverbal arguments possible.
EXPRESSION OF OBLIQUES.
While Oceanic languages typically encode oblique arguments and adjuncts with prepositions, Mono-Uruavan languages have a mixture of prepositions and postpositions. Postpositions are also characteristic of South Bougainville languages, as expected from their OV order. 24 . Nagovisi examples follow the orthography in Decker (1981) . All symbols have their expected IPA values except ng = /ŋ/ and the apostrophe = /ʔ/. The phonetic realization of ö is unclear. 25. Nasioi examples follow the orthography used by Hurd and Hurd (1970) and Hurd (1977) , except ng = /ŋ/ and the apostrophe = /ʔ/. All other symbols have their expected IPA values.
Obliques in NWS.
Typically, obliques in NWS languages are expressed as prepositional phrases, as illustrated in (14) 'Amina went up to the garden with her.' (Davis 2003:223) Table 1 presents an overview of prepositions and the semantic roles of the introduced participant in several NWS languages.
27 Like many other Oceanic languages (Lynch, Ross, and Crowley 2002:51) , NWS languages tend to have only a small number of different prepositions, one or two of which introduce participants with a wide range of semantic roles. For example, Kokota has a single true preposition ka (Palmer 2009b:123ff) , while Teop (North Bougainville) and Cheke Holo (Santa Isabel) have about six prepositional forms.
Not all of the prepositional forms in each of these languages exhibit the same morphological and syntactic behavior. Thus in Hoava (New Georgia), both the prepositions pa and ta-introduce participants with a wide range of semantic roles, differing in their occurrence with noun phrases denoting nonhuman versus human referents, respectively.
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However, while pa can be described as a "true" preposition, ta-could be described as a "nominal" preposition or relational noun, occurring as it does with person-number suffixes very similar to those that indicate possession with nouns; compare the use of pa and ta-in example (14) . 29 In Banoni, on the other hand, the comitative preposition me-m a-occurs with person-number suffixes that resemble those that index the object on verbs.
30 This distinction between "true" prepositions and noun-like or verb-like prepositions is found in many Oceanic languages (see Pawley 1973 , Durie 1988 ). However, crucially for the present study, all of the forms in table 1 are prepositional-that is, they 26. There are contexts in most Northwest Solomonic languages where an oblique occurs as a bare NP without any adpositional element or case-marking, often including place names and local nouns (see Ross 2003a) . Such unmarked obliques are not relevant to the current paper and so will not be discussed here. 27. Semantic roles discussed in the text are given with their case abbreviation. A blank cell in this table indicates that we do not have information regarding the use of prepositions for that particular semantic role. In some instances, such as the instrumental in Hoava, we know that other constructions are used (for example, applicatives, serial verb constructions), and the same may also be true for other languages. 28. Hoava ta-also sometimes introduces noun phrases denoting nonhuman referents, but only if the noun phrase is pronominal or marked for definiteness by the definite article (Davis 2003:219) . 29. The person-number suffixes that occur with prepositions are slightly different from those that occur in possessive constructions. With ta-, 3SG is marked by -ni, rather than -na, the 2SG form -mu is also used with 2PL referents, the 1PL EXCL form appears to have been reduced to -mi from -mami, and the 1PL INCL form is -di (identical to 3PL) rather than -da. For other personnumber categories, the suffixes that occur with ta-are identical in form to the nominal possessor-indexing suffixes (see Davis 2003:97ff., 219) . 30. The person-number suffixes that occur with me-~ma-differ from verbal object suffixes in that the 1SG form is -a rather than -aa and the 2SG and 1PL inclusive forms lack the initial i of the object markers-for example, 2SG -gho rather than -igho (see 'That child hit that dog with how many sticks?' (Palmer 2009b:124) Another characteristic of NWS languages is that one or two prepositions tend to introduce participants with a wide range of semantic roles. Thus, although six prepositional forms are listed for Teop in table 1, te and ki are used with a wide range of semantic roles, while the other forms are more restricted in their use. Of relevance to the topic of this paper is the tendency for obliques expressing location, goal, and source to be marked by the same preposition (see table 1 ). The examples in (16) demonstrate that pa in Hoava is used to indicate static location (that is, locative) (16a), the goal of motion (allative) (16b), and the source of motion (ablative) (16c). In NWS languages, the distinction between goal and source is indicated by either (a) context; (b) directional verbs occurring with or without another verb, such as 'come' and 'go' as in (16b) and (16c) First, not all adpositions in Mono-Uruavan languages are prepositional; rather, these languages have a mixture of prepositional and postpositional forms, including some forms that occur either pre-or postnominally. Second, unlike other NWS languages, these languages consistently make a formal distinction between the marker of general location and that of source (that is, they formally distinguish ablative from locative). Table 2 sets out adpositional forms in the three Mono-Uruavan languages, giving the semantic roles of the participants each form introduces as well as its status as a preposition, a postposition, or both.
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The locative/allative adposition is consistently postpositional in all three Mono-Uruavan languages, as illustrated in (17) through (19), which also illustrate the use of the postposition to express both locations and goals.
(17) URUAVA (MONO-URUAVAN, NWS, OCEANIC) a. Iana arakao=a popo=no-na.
fish water =LOC exist=IPFV-3SG.SBJ 'The fish is in the water.' (Rausch 1912:981) ' The men went to their village.' (Fagan 1986:147) 32. Symbols in the Hoava and Kubokota orthographies present in the data have their expected IPA values except g = /ɣ/, q = /ɡ /, v = /β/, and ng = /ŋ/. 33. The strictly postpositional status of the locative/allative adposition also applies to the comitative adposition, which is postpositional in all three languages. This is particularly intriguing in Torau, as the comitative postposition isi, shown in (20), appears to be cognate with the comitative preposition in Kubokota, (ta)viti, exemplified in (21). In addition to the locus of comitative marking switching from prepositional to postpositional position, this may show the adpositional form itself switching from preposed to postposed position. However, this requires further investigation. (20) 'Mary went down to tell stories with Derek.' (Chambers 2009) For other categories, adpositions in the three languages display diverse structural behavior. Thus Uruava ablative tugena is a postposition, as in (22), and Mono tiga is a preposition, as in both examples in (23), while Torau iga and aga are either prepositional or postpositional, as in (24a) and (24b). Location (LOC) =a ~ =ŋ † † In previous work the locative postposition in Mono was interpreted as having two allomorphs, aŋ and a, the distribution of which was not known. Closer inspection of the data, including evidence from stress shift shown by Wheeler (1912) , reveals that the postposition is an enclitic, with the form =a in all contexts except following /a/, in which context the allomorph =ŋ occurs. Similarly, in Mono and Uruava, the instrumental adposition is a preposition, while in Torau it is prepositional or postpositional, as in (25) A further difference between Mono-Uruavan and other NWS languages lies in the adposition stacking seen in Uruava in example (22) and the Mono example in (23b), where the ablative adposition cooccurs with the locative postposition. In Mono, the ablative preposition tiga is attested with and without the locative postposition, as a comparison of (23a) and (23b) shows. In all attested examples of ablative tugena in the limited Uruava data, it cooccurs with the locative. The same is true of the Uruava allative adposition papara, only here papara is attested as both a postposition and a preposition, as in (28). Regardless of its own position, it is always attested cooccurring with the encliticizing locative postposition. (28) 'towards the island' (Rausch 1912:982) Another significant difference between the expression of obliques in Mono-Uruavan languages and other NWS languages is that, in these languages, while location and goal are marked by a single postposition, source is marked differently (see table 2). Thus Torau iga 'source (distant)', illustrated in (24a) and (24b), contrasts with =(a)i, which introduces both locations and goals, as shown in (29) In addition to formally distinguishing locative and ablative, Uruava alone also permits distinguishing goals from locations, as the allative adposition papara in (28) shows. However, unlike the Uruava ablative tugena, which occurs with all attested source participants, papara occurs optionally with goals. In many cases, attested goals in Uruava are marked by the locative postposition alone, as in (30) (repeating [17b] ). That postposition, therefore, retains the semantics of both location and goal. In Motuna, nominal case suffixes, including those that encode peripheral participants, are attached to the article or demonstrative within the noun phrase, as in (32a), where the comitative suffix -nno occurs with the noun phrase initial article. When neither an article nor a demonstrative is present in the noun phrase, the case suffix is attached to the final nominal modifier, or if there is no modifier to the noun itself, as in (32b). Under certain circumstances as yet not understood, the case suffix occurs on both the determiner and the head noun, as in (32c). 'with us' (Onishi 1994:221) The examples in (33) and (34) show the use of case suffixes with obliques in Nagovisi and Buin. Note that in Buin, as in Motuna, the case suffixes can occur on a prenominal Decker (1981) , Rausch (1912) , Laycock (2003) , Griffin (1974), and Onishi (1994) .
The instrument marker in each of the South Bougainville languages is also used in certain contexts with the NP expressing the subject of a transitive clause, that is, as an ergative or agentive marker. This use of these forms will not be discussed further here.
-ke ke ~ e -i ~ -e -ki ~ -ngi ~ -ji modifier, for example, the possessive particle in (34b The South Bougainville languages display the same distinctions in the encoding of location, goal, and source as the Mono-Uruavan languages. Thus, in Nagovisi, both locations and goals are expressed by the locative/allative case suffix -köö (or one of its allomorphs), as shown by (33a) and (33b). This is in contrast to source participants, which are marked by the ablative suffix -keta', as in (35). Note that in Nagovisi, the ablative suffix -keta' occurs following the locative/allative suffix (Decker 1981) , resembling the use of the ablative postposition with the locative postposition in Uruava.
(35) NAGOVISI (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) kasi'-nöö-keta'
garden-LOC-ABL 'from the garden' (Decker 1981:59) In Nasioi, a single postposition encodes locations and goals, while a distinct form encodes sources. In (31), the postposition koo marks a location, while in (36a) it marks a goal. In (36b), a separate postposition, keta, denotes a source. In addition to the use of the locative postposition with goals, Nasioi also has a distinct postposition aape that can be used to encode goals in place of the locative form, as shown in (36c). 36 As in Uruava, the use of the allative postposition is optional, with the locative postposition retaining both location and goal semantics. However, unlike Uruava, the allative and ablative postpositions occur alone and do not stack with the locative postposition.
35. From the examples given in Decker (1981) , it appears that oto 'to be, stay' denotes present events without the expected tense ending. 36. In Buin, there is a clear distinction between the case suffixes that mark location and -girai, which marks source, but the marking of goal participants is less clear. Textual examples in Griffin (1974) suggest that goal participants may be unmarked in Buin; for example: Kigili p-ie (K. 2/3.go-IMP.PL) 'You (PL) go to Kihili' (Griffin 1974:35-36 '… and his older brother went to the bush (i.e., the garden).' (Evans fieldnotes)
As with the Nagovisi comitative case marker in (32c), the Nasioi comitative postposition ninka can occur on both the determiner and the head noun, as in (37).
(37) NASIOI (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) Narung ninka pankara ninka nan-aa-u'nung.
'They went with one old man.' (Hurd 1977:128) In summary, South Bougainville languages encode obliques with postpositions or suffixes, distinguishing between locations and sources while typically treating locations and goals alike. NWS languages instead typically use prepositions to encode obliques, and do not distinguish between sources and locations on the one hand and goals on the other. In contrast, Mono-Uruavan languages resemble South Bougainville languages in using distinct forms to encode sources on the one hand, and goals and locations on the other. In addition, Uruava and Mono resemble South Bougainville Nagovisi in a more fine-grained way, by stacking the ablative marker onto the locative form. Uruava also resembles Nasioi in a more fine-grained way by employing a distinct allative postposition that may, but need not, occur with goals, with the locative postposition retaining both location and goal semantics. Mono-Uruavan further resembles South Bougainville by employing postpositions rather than standard NWS prepositions. However, this is variable, with some oblique functions encoded by prepositions in one or more language, but by postpositions in others, and by some forms in some languages occurring in both preposed and postposed position. Given the use of prepositions in Mono-Uruavan's closest genetic relatives, this variation suggests a shift from prepositions to postpositions in languages in contact with the postpositional/suffixing South Bougainville family.
POSSESSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS.
Possessive constructions in MonoUruavan languages also appear to have undergone contact-induced change: first, in terms of the order of the possessor and possessum; and second, with regard to the marking of number of the possessum.
Possessive constructions in NWS.
Possessive constructions in NWS languages are typical of Oceanic languages (see Lichtenberk 1985, Lynch, Ross, and Crow-ley 2002) , in that they have direct and indirect constructions, associated with inalienable and alienable possessive relationships, respectively. 37 In direct possessive constructions, like the examples in (38) from Kubokota, the possessor is indexed by a suffix attached directly to the noun denoting the possessum. The possessive suffix/enclitic may be the only expression of the possessor participant in the phrase, as in (38a). When the possessor is overtly expressed by an NP, then the order is possessum followed by possessor, as in (38b). Direct possessive constructions in Oceanic languages tend to encode kinship and part-whole relationships, spatial relations, physical attributes, or mental states, as well as ownership of certain culturally significant items (Lichtenberk 1985; Lynch, Ross and Crowley 2002; Palmer 2008 (Chambers 2009:65) In indirect possessive constructions, the possessor suffixes are attached to a particle preceding the noun denoting the possessum.
38 In (39a) from Kubokota, for example, the 1SG possessor marker -gu attaches to the possessive particle ge, and is followed by ngiru 'coconut', the noun expressing the possessum. Most Oceanic languages have more than one possessive classifier, each classifier denoting different kinds of possessive relationships. Kubokota has a consumable possessive classifier ge-~ ga-that is used with "consumed" possessive relationships, including items to be eaten or drunk, as well as cigarettes and betelnut (Chambers 2009:66-67) , glossed here as CNSPOSS. 39 In Kubokota, the "consumed" indirect possessive construction contrasts with a second indirect construction expressing general (that is, nonconsumed) alienable possession, as shown in (39b). Here the possessor participant is indexed by a possessive pronominal element, for example, the 1SG form qua in (39b). Historically, this general indirect construction involved a clearly separable particle, reconstructable as *no-for Proto-NWS, and that is still the case in most subgroups of NWS. 40 However, in the New Georgia subgroup to which Kubokota belongs, these are no longer synchronically divisible into a possessive particle and a possessor suffix. 41 As with direct possession, in these constructions the order of participants is again possessum followed by possessor, as in (39c).
37. Many Oceanic languages have a third, prepositional, possessive construction (Lichtenberk 1985) , but these types of structures are not relevant to the present discussion. 38. These particles are usually analyzed as relational classifiers (Lichtenberk 1983 (Lichtenberk , 2009 ). In some NWS languages, these may in fact be the syntactic head of the NPs in which they occur (Palmer and Brown 2007 'my tobacco' (Chambers 2009:65) Crucially for the comparison with Mono-Uruavan languages below, in NWS languages outside Mono-Uruavan, the number of the possessum is not expressed within the possessive construction, as illustrated by the examples in (40) from Kubokota. In isolation, an NP such as that in (40a) is ambiguous in terms of the number of the possessum, although the number of a possessum may be recoverable from formal marking elsewhere in the clause, as in (40b), where plurality of the possessum is indicated grammatically by the object enclitic =ria on the verb. However, it is not indicated in any way within the possessive construction itself. In the direct possessive construction in (41a), the noun ifa 'sister-in-law' itself takes the 3SG possessor suffix -na. The direct construction in Mono is used to express inalienable possessive relationships including kinship terms, body-part terms, locations, and a number of other items (Fagan 1986:26-27 ). In the indirect possessive construction in (41b), the possessor suffix -gu '1SG.PSSR' is attached to a possessive particle preceding the possessum noun, in this case the "consumed" particle e-. Mono retains a distinction between "consumed" and "nonconsumed" possession, the latter expressed in Mono by the innovated Mono-Uruavan possessive particle sa-, as in (41c). 'the chief's people' (Oliver 1938-39) In two other important respects, Uruava and Torau differ from other NWS languages, even Mono. Unlike most other NWS languages, the distinction between classes of indi-rect possessive relations has been neutralized. In Torau, for example, the particle a-(and its allomorph e-) is used with all indirect possessive relations, whether the item is intended to be consumed, as in one possible reading of (44), or not, as in the other reading of (44) and in (42b). In Uruava, reflexes of both "consumed" and general indirect paradigms have been retained, as we will see below. However, they no longer have their original function, and no distinction between "consumed" and "nonconsumed" possession is expressed in Uruava. Neutralizaton of classes of indirect possession has occurred sporadically elsewhere in Oceanic, including in a small number of NWS languages outside Mono-Uruavan, such as Banoni. More striking, and seemingly unique in Oceanic, is the fact that in Torau and Uruava the number of the possessum is obligatorily indicated within the indirect possessive constructions, and in the case of Uruava, also in the direct construction in certain contexts. However, intriguingly, the two languages mark possessum number in different ways.
In indirect possessive constructions in Uruava, a preposed particle indexes the person and number of the possessor, as elsewhere in NWS. However, although reflexes of both "consumed" and general indirect paradigms occur, the original functional distinction has been neutralized, and the morphology coopted to express possessum number. A paradigm largely reflecting the Proto-NWS "consumed" paradigm is used with singular possessum nouns, 42 while a paradigm reflecting the general paradigm is used with plural possessum nouns. These paradigms are shown in tables 4 and 5 (data in both tables from Rausch 1912 and Oliver 1938-39) . In addition to using reflexes of the general paradigm, a plural possessum is marked by the suffix -gi attached to the possessive particle, as illustrated by the difference between (45a) and (45b) and in the plural forms in (46b) and (46d).
42. The exceptions are the alternative 1SG and 2SG forms shown in table 4, where the alternative form in the singular posssessum paradigm is identical to that marked with -gi in the plural possessum paradigm. This is illustrated by the use of go in (45a) in contrast with e-gu in (46a) and (46c). Equivalent alternates do not occur in other person/number categories. The distribution of the alternates in 1SG and 2SG is not known. 'my spears' (Rausch 1912:975) This possessum number marking on the possessive particle is entirely independent of normal nonpossessive number marking in the language. For most classes of nouns, no overt plural marking is possible outside of the possessive construction, as with bere in (45b). However, terms for humans are marked for plurality. Most kinship terms are marked for plurality by reduplication, as with aβu~aβutei 'brothers-in-law' in (46b). Other nouns denoting humans may be marked for plural with the particle buri, as with buri maru 'women' in (46d) . This is independent of number marking associated with possession: aβu~aβutei may occur in nonposssessive constructions meaning 'brothersin-law', and buri maru may occur without a possessor, meaning 'women'. (46) 'my wives' (Rausch 1912:976) In Torau, overt morphology indexing possessum number occurs in only one category of the feature, but unusually, it is singular possessums that are marked, rather than the plural ones, at odds with a typological tendency for singular to be the unmarked number. In (47a), the singular possessum is indexed by the -na suffix on the possessive particle. This is in contrast to (47b), where the number of the possessum is not overtly marked, giving an obligatory plural interpretation. Like Mono-Uruavan languages, the South Bougainville languages have direct and indirect possessive constructions, and a tendency for PSSR + PSSM constituent order. In these languages, the semantic distinction that is grammatically relevant for possessive constructions appears to be one between kinship relations and all other possessive relationships, rather than a broader inalienable versus alienable distinction.
For example, in Buin, possessive relationships with kinship terms are encoded by a set of prefixes indexing the person and number of the possessor and attached to the noun denoting the possessum, in a direct construction, as in (48). 43 Other kinds of possessive relations in Buin are indicated by a genitive case suffix, attached to the possessor noun, as in (49). Note that in Buin the order of participants is possessor followed by possessum. (48) 'the woman's basket' (Laycock 2003:xv) In Motuna, the expression of possessive relationships is more complex. Onishi (1994) describes three kinds of possessive structures for Motuna: (i) kinship possessive constructions; (ii) classifier possessive construction; and (iii) "other" possessive constructions. 44 Kinship possessive relationships in which the possessum is denoted by a nondyadic kin term are expressed in Motuna by a direct construction, where a pronominal possessor prefix attaches to the noun denoting the possessum, as shown in (50). 45 In (51), the possessor participant is also denoted by an independent noun, showing that the order of constituents is possessor followed by possessum.
(50) MOTUNA (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) a. n-uka b. po-oku c. noni-kuku-uri'
1SG.PSSR-mother 3SG.PSSR-mother 1EXCLPL.PSSR-mother-PCL 'my mother' 'his/her mother' 'our mothers' (Onishi 1994:241) 43. In Buin, as well as the other three South Bougainville languages, the 1SG forms of possessed kinship terms are often irregular or unmarked. This issue is not relevant to our discussion of possessive constructions and so will not be described in more detail here. 44. Possessive relationships, including body part relations, the relationship between a person and their place of origin, and between an object and its origin or time, can also be expressed by local attributive constructions in Motuna (see Onishi 1994:245ff.) . This structure is not relevant to the present discussion and will not be discussed here. 45. Dyadic kinship terms, such as ku 'mother and child', behave differently from nondyadic kin terms (see Onishi 1994:242f), but they are not relevant to the present discussion. 'the young woman's relatives' (Onishi 1994:241) The classifier possessive construction in Motuna is an indirect construction in which pronominal prefixes denoting the possessor participant are attached to a classifier that also carries morphology indexing the class of the possessum. For example, in (52a) the 1SG possessor is indicated by the prefix ngo-that occurs with the classifier for fruit, namely mung. The possessum is also denoted by the noun moo 'coconut', which precedes the classifier. 46 As shown in (52b), the classifier may be the only expression of the possessum within a possessive construction. The order of possessor and possessum constituents in this type of construction in Motuna is not entirely clear. Onishi (1994:245) notes that a 3rd person possessor prefix can be expanded by a full noun, which occurs preceding the classifier. This can be seen from (53), where Maawo 'Maawo' precedes the classifier element poko-na-pa 'his shelter'.
(53) MOTUNA (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) Ong howo 48 hoo Maawo poko-na-pa.
This house is Maawo's shelter (in contrast to other houses).' (Onishi 1994:245) Classifier possessive constructions in Motuna are used to express object-owner relationships (52a), and associative relationships and social relations between a person and others "belonging" to them (52b). Possessive relationships tend to be expressed with this construction type to indicate a notion of contrast. Thus the possessive phrase 46. The possessive particle in indirect possessive constructions in Oceanic languages is also often called a classifier (see, however, Palmer and Brown 2007) . However, it is important to note that classifiers in Motuna are very different from these Oceanic forms. As well as this possessive function, classifiers in Motuna have the numeral and demonstrative functions that have been described for classifier systems cross-linguistically. Thus they also occur in nonpossessive noun phrases combined with the bound forms of demonstratives, articles, numerals, and some adjectives (Onishi 1994:162ff) . 47. Onishi (1994) consistently presents the form roki=manni with the single gloss 'really'. It is not clear what analysis is intended so the original has been retained. 48. Although the possessum is also denoted by an independent noun here, occurring clauseinitially, the clause is an equative clause with ong howo 'that house' as the argument and hoo Maawo poko-na-pa 'Maawo's shelter' as the nominal predicate (see Onishi 1994:63). in (52a) has the meaning of 'the coconut I own' in contrast to coconuts from other people's trees (Onishi 1994:244) . For noncontrastive expression of nonkin possession, a third construction exists in Motuna, illustrated in (54a). In this type of structure, the possessor participant is denoted by a possessive pronoun that agrees in gender with the following possessum. In (54a), nga, the 1SG possessive pronoun, takes the feminine suffix na, and is followed by the possessum kuraisa 'woman'. In this construction, a 3rd person possessive pronoun denoting the possessor can be expanded by a lexical noun, as in (54b), where both Maawo 'Maawo' (a person's name) and poko-ng 'his' indicate the possessor. It is also possible for the possessor to be expressed solely by a lexical noun, which then agrees in gender with the possessum, as in (54c). (Onishi 1994:247) This possessive construction in Motuna is used to express body part and other partwhole relations, personal characteristics, object-owner relationships, and relationships between a group of people and an object or between more than one group of people (Onishi 1994:248) . Examples in (54) demonstrate the constituent order of PSSR + PSSM. In this type of possessive construction, it is also possible for the possessum to precede the possessor, as in (55). The difference between these two orders, as with other pre-and post-head nominal attributes in Motuna, is that the possessor follows the possessum when it describes the referent of the noun, and precedes the possessum when it identifies it (Onishi 1994:224, 239 ).
(55) MOTUNA (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) hoo hing Maawo poko-ng ART.M rotten.juices M. 3SG.PSSR-M POSSESSUM POSSESSOR 'Maawo's rotting juices' (from Maawo the Snake's decayed tail) (Onishi 1994:246) Nasioi and Nagovisi, like Buin, have two types of possessive constructions: one that encodes kinship relationships, and another used with all other kinds of possessive relationships. As in Motuna and Buin, in Nasioi and Nagovisi kinship possessive relationships are indicated by pronominal possessor prefixes attached to the noun denoting the 49. The form of the article here indicates the diminutive gender of the possessum (pokoring 'tail'), and the possessor NP, Maawo-ni, takes the diminutive ending -ni in agreement.
possessum: compare the examples in (56) and (58). In Nasioi, when both participants in a "kinship" possessive construction are expressed by nominals, then the order appears to be possessor followed by possessum, as illustrated in (57 (Decker 1981:48) The second possessive construction in Nasioi and Nagovisi, involving nonkinship terms, is an indirect construction similar to the "other" possessive construction in Motuna shown in (54). Examples in (59) illustrate this construction in Nasioi. Here possessor prefixes are attached to a possessive particle that follows the possessor noun. The possessive prefixes index the person and number of the possessor.
51 Thus ba-'3SG.PSSR' in (59a) contrasts with bi-'3PL.PSSR' in (59b). The possessive particle also indexes the number of the possessum, so the final -a 'SG' in (59a) contrasts with the final -i 'PL' in (59c). Unusually, the possessive particles therefore index number of both the possessor and the possessum. Rausch (1912:119) comments that the usual order of participants is possessor followed by possessum, but that the possessum may also precede the possessor, as in danko naning ba-kan-a (spear man 3SG.PSSR-POSS-SG.PSSM) 'the man's spear'.
(59) NASIOI (SOUTH BOUGAINVILLE, PAPUAN) a. naning ba-kan-a danko man.SG 3SG.PSSR-POSS-SG.PSSM spear POSSESSOR POSSESSUM 'the man's spear' (Rausch 1912:119) 50. We have a limited number of examples of Nasioi "kinship" possessive constructions in which both the possessors and possessums are expressed by nouns. It is possible that additional data may indicate that a PSSM + PSSR order also occurs. 51. Hurd (1977:154ff.) provides a slightly different analysis of the Nasioi possessive forms: (i) he gives a more fine-grained analysis for the possessive prefixes (n-first person, b-third person; -Ø singular possessor with n-, -a singular possessor with d-and b-when occurring before vowels and voiceless consonants); (ii) he labels ka an intensity marker; and (iii) he describes -na as a "projective" derivational suffix, the form of which is determined by adjacent morphemes. The data presented in Rausch (1912) and Hurd (1977) , as well as those collected by Evans, suggest that more detailed analysis is needed in order to gain a more complete understanding of Nasioi noun phrases and their morphology, including possessive noun phrases. 'the men's spears' (Rausch 1912:119) Nagovisi appears to have an identical construction, with the possessive particle again occurring before or after the noun denoting the possessum, as shown in (60). Decker (1981:55) notes that the initial possessive particle, (60b), emphasizes the possessor's ownership of the possessum. Decker (1981:44-45, 55) analyzes the possessive particle as a possessive pronoun that takes a suffix -pöö to indicate a plural possessum. However, from the paradigms she presents (Decker 1981:44-45 (Decker 1981:55) In summary, the order of possessor and possessum in the Mono-Uruavan languages is right-headed, that is, PSSR + PSSM. This is at odds with the reverse order found elsewhere in NWS, but agrees with the order found in South Bougainville languages. In addition, Uruava and Torau display an innovative strategy, apparently unique in Oceanic, of marking number of the possessum noun on the indirect possessive particle, resembling the marking of possessum number in Nasioi and Nagovisi (but not Buin or Motuna). It is noteworthy that this is found in Uruava and Torau, which have a long history of contact with Nasioi (both are located in enclaves surrounded by Nasioi speakers), which also displays this phenomenon, while their immediate sister Mono does not. Instead, Mono has a history of contact with Buin, which lacks the phenomenon. This suggests that this innovation arose in Uruava and Torau since the diversification of Proto-Mono-Uruavan, specifically as a result of contact with Nasioi. Moreover, the fact that Torau and Uruava have adopted different strategies for expressing the distinction suggest that they have independently innovated the distinction, further supporting the hypothesis that this is a development in Torau and Uruava resulting from Nasioi contact, rather than a Mono-Uruavan level innovation. 52. This accords with what is known of the timing of contact between the two languages and Nasioi. Torau is known to have come into contact with Nasioi due to migration into the Nasioi area in the early to mid nineteenth century, while Uruava appears to have been in situ for much longer.
CONTACT-INDUCED CHANGE IN MONO-URUAVAN.
The linguistic data presented here from Mono-Uruavan and other NWS languages and from South Bougainville languages provide support for the hypothesis that at least some of the linguistic diversity among NWS languages is the result of contact-induced change and reflects social contact among speakers of Austronesian and Papuan languages. That is, we argue that the innovative features of Mono-Uruavan described in the preceding section, where these three languages differ from other NWS languages and resemble the Papuan South Bougainville languages, are changes motivated by linguistic contact. Table 6 summarizes the linguistic features of Mono-Uruavan languages that display contact-induced change. Characteristics of clause order, the expression of obliques, and possessive constructions are given for Mono-Uruavan languages (middle columns), other NWS languages (left-hand column), and the South Bougainville languages (righthand columns). The grey shading highlights those characteristics that Mono-Uruavan languages share with their NWS sister languages (for example, the semantic distinction between alienable and inalienable possessive relationships), and those that they share with their neighboring South Bougainville languages (for example, SOV unmarked clause order). Since table 6 consists only of those linguistic features discussed in the paper, ones selected because of their atypical nature among Oceanic languages, it gives the impression that Mono-Uruavan languages are much more similar to South Bougainville languages than to other NWS languages. While this is true to some extent, it should be noted that were additional linguistic features included in table 6 (for example, valencychanging morphology or verbal argument agreement), Mono-Uruavan languages would appear more similar to their sister NWS languages. Table 6 also presents a picture of contact-induced changes, which aside from possessum number marking and adposition stacking, occur in all three Mono-Uruavan languages, perhaps reflecting shared innovations of the languages' common ancestor. However, closer examination reveals that the history of contact-induced change in these languages is more complex than it first appears.
COMMON OR PARALLEL CHANGE?
All three Mono-Uruavan languages have developed the South Bougainville pattern of unmarked SOV clause order. Thus it is reasonable to hypothesize that this change occurred once, at a time when these languages formed a single speech community. However, certain differences in the word order patterns of Torau and Mono suggest that although this change may have begun before the break-up of these languages, it has continued in different ways in each language. For example, Mono has a much greater frequency of non-verb-final clauses than Torau, and in Mono different clause order patterns are associated with the presence or absence of the absolutive case marker.
53
The innovative order in possessive constructions of PSSR + PSSM is also found in all three Mono-Uruavan languages, and so may reflect an early shared innovation. However, the innovative marking of number of the possessum found in Mono-Uruavan languages 53. Fagan (1986) appears to reflect contact-induced change influenced specifically by Nasioi or Nagovisi. 54 Both Uruava and Torau, but not Mono, have developed this structural pattern, but the form of the number marking is different, suggesting that this innovative structural pattern developed independently in the two languages.
55
The South Bougainville structural pattern of a noun followed by its oblique marker (that is, a postposition or relevant case suffix) also occurs in all Mono-Uruavan languages, along with a shift to the South Bougainville semantic organization, where location and goal are expressed by one form and source by another.
56 However, as can be seen from table 2, there is variation among the three Mono-Uruavan languages in both structure and form.
All three languages have developed a locative/allative postposition. Torau =(a)i and Uruava =(i)a appear to be a common innovation in form, and they most likely reflect Proto-Oceanic *i-ai 'preposition + locative anaphor' (Lynch, Ross, and Crowley 2002:104) . 57 Thus the Torau and Uruava locative/allative postposition represents the development of the structural sequence noun + postposition through the reanalysis of a nonadpositional form of Oceanic origin. The form of the Mono locative/allative postposition, =a ~ =ŋ, likely has a different origin.
The differences in form and/or structure of the other Mono-Uruavan adpositions point to independent changes, rather than a single common innovation. All three languages have a comitative postposition, but the forms are not cognate with each other. The Torau comitative postposition appears to be cognate with a comitative preposition found in NWS outside Mono-Uruavan. This points to a shift from preposed to postposed structure of an adpositional form, and requires further and more detailed historical research in order to understand more fully the processes of change. In the case of Uruava and Mono, we have, at present, found no evidence that these different forms have cognates in other Northwest Solomonic languages or are lexical copies from South Bougainville languages. The distinct ablative adpositions in Mono-Uruavan languages represent an innovative semantic category, but they display both original Oceanic prepositional structure (Mono and Torau) and innovative postpositional structure (Uruava, Torau). The origins of the forms of Mono-Uruavan ablative adpositions are not entirely clear. As mentioned 54. Further research on the history of possessive constructions in South Bougainville languages is also needed to gain a more detailed understanding of this change. 55. The origins of Uruava -gi 'plural possessum' and Torau -na 'singular possessum' are not entirely clear. It is possible that Torau -na represents the extension in function of -na '3SG.PSSR' influenced by its resemblance to Nasioi a 'singular possessum'. Uruava -gi resembles the Buin plural suffix -ki that occurs with kin terms and other animates (Laycock 2003) . However, without more detailed investigation of the history of these possessive constructions and contact-induced formal changes in the Mono-Uruavan languages, these analyses remain speculative. 56. Note that this also represents a shift away from a typologically unusual system to one that occurs more frequently cross-linguistically (see Pantcheva 2010) . It is possible that the semantic reorganization of adpositional categories in Mono-Uruavan languages represents an internally motivated change, but we would argue that contact with South Bougainville languages was likely to have been at least one of the motivating factors. 57. Proto-Oceanic *i-ai 'there; oblique proform' has independently become a locative postposition in a number of other Oceanic languages that have developed postpositions as a result of linguistic contact with Papuan languages. See, for example, the locative postpositions in many Papuan Tip languages and in Kabana, Lusi, and Kove, three North New Guinea languages of New Britain (Ross 1988 :208-9, 1996 :194-95, Thurston 1987 , Lynch, Ross, and Crowley 2002 Thus the Mono-Uruavan adpositions also suggest a history of interrelated changes, some of which are likely to have occurred before the break-up of their ancestral speech community, and others that have occurred independently in the three separate speech communities. Of note is that the semantic organization (location/goal versus source) and the structure (postnominal) show influence from South Bougainville languages, but none of the Mono-Uruavan languages have adpositional forms that are copies of South Bougainville forms (see tables 2 and 3).
Also important is the relationship between the different changes themselves. Three of the changes described here-the development of (i) SOV clause order, (ii) postpositions, and (iii) PSSR + SSM order in possessive constructions-involve a shift away from typically Oceanic left-headed structures to right-headed ones. The use of postpositions rather than prepositions and PSSR + PSSM order rather than the reverse are two features that Dryer (2007) shows correlate with the presence of OV order cross-linguistically. This raises the question as to whether these changes, motivated by contact with speakers of Papuan South Bougainville languages, also influenced each other. That is, the shift towards one right-headed structure may have further facilitated other shifts. The outcomes of these three changes in Mono-Uruavan languages are a general typological reorganization of the languages, as highlighted in table 6 by the structural differences between Mono-Uruavan languages and their sister Northwest Solomonic languages, and typological reorganizations that have continued in parallel to varying degrees of completion, as evidenced by the mix of prepositional, postpositional, and variable oblique marking. That this kind of contact-induced change tends to affect the structure of a language on a broad scale is predicted by some models of language contact (see Ross 2003b).
"STRUCTURAL" CONTACT-INDUCED CHANGE.
All contact-induced changes described here for Mono-Uruavan are "structural" changes, that is, changes that have affected semantic and/or grammatical structure, but without the copying of phonological forms. Similar kinds of contact-induced change are widely discussed in the literature (for example, Gumperz and Wilson 1971; Thurston 1982; Soper 1996; Ross 1996 Ross , 2008 Aikhenvald 2002) . Indeed, even the linguistic features that have changed in Mono-Uruavan languages-that is clause order, the expression of oblique arguments, and the order of partic-ipants in possessive constructions-are akin to contact-induced structural changes in other language contact situations. This is particularly striking when the changes in Mono-Uruavan are compared with those found in other studies of contact-induced change in Oceania, namely Lusi of West New Britain (Thurston 1982) and Takia of Karkar Island (Ross 1996 (Ross , 2008 . Both are also Oceanic languages spoken in Papua New Guinea that have undergone contactinduced change under the influence of neighboring Papuan languages. Some of the changes that have occurred in Takia and Lusi are summarized in table 7. As that table shows, in a similar way to Mono-Uruavan languages, Takia has developed SOV clause order and postpositions, and the semantic categories of the postpositions have been reorganized. Ross (1996 Ross ( , 2008 demonstrates that each of these characteristics of Takia represent innovations that were motivated by contact between Takia speakers and speakers of a neighboring Papuan language, probably Waskia. The changes in Lusi have affected different aspects of linguistic structure, but have led to similar kinds of outcomes. Thus in Lusi, a new set of postverbal modal particles has developed. These match the structure of the neighboring Papuan language, Anêm, and are different from the preverbal modal particles typical of Oceanic languages. The innovative modal particles also match the Anêm system of modals in terms of semantic organization (Thurston 1982) . Takia also displays structural contact-induced change in the lexicon, with the semantic organization of words, compounds, and lexical collocations also showing parallels to those of Waskia (Ross 1996 (Ross , 2008 . Thurston describes similar parallels of semantic structure between Lusi and Anêm. However, unlike in Takia, in Lusi there has also been considerable lexical copying, with many lexical items, both in form and in meaning, being of Anêm origin (Thurston 1982) . Further research is needed to determine more precisely the kinds of lexical changes that have affected the Mono-Uruavan languages.
This difference between contact-induced changes that result in the copying of structures and those that result in the copying of forms is a significant distinction in most models of language contact (for example, Thomason and Kaufmann 1988 , Johanson 1999 , Aikhenvald 2006 , Matras and Sakel 2007 . Ross (2007) , however, presents a more finegrained categorization of structural contact-induced change, proposing three distinct types of change: lexical calquing, grammatical calquing, and metatypy.
58 Ross (2007:124) defines metatypy as "the diachronic process whereby the morphosyntactic constructions of one of the languages of a bilingual speech community are restructured on the model of constructions of the speakers' other language, such that constructions of the replica language come to more closely match those of the model language in both meaning and morphosyntax." That is, metatypic changes are ones that affect the syntagmatic structure or word order patterns of a language, like the development of SOV clause order, postpositions, and prenominal possessors in Mono-Uruavan languages. Ross contrasts these kinds of changes with lexical and grammatical calquing, which are "the reorganisation of semantic patterns and ways of speaking" (Ross 2007:126) for lexical and grammatical patterns, respectively. Such changes affect paradigmatic patterns within a language, such as the semantic divisions within particular lexical domains or grammati-58. We are employing Ross's (2007) refined definition of metatypy. This is a narrower definition than in some of Ross's earlier papers (for example, Ross 1996) , in which metatypy and grammatical calquing were not so clearly distinguished.
cal categories. Thus the reorganization of adpositions in Mono-Uruavan languages so as to distinguish source participants from locations and goals can be classified as grammatical calques. Table 7 categorizes the contact-induced changes of Mono-Uruavan, Takia, and Lusi in terms of Ross's (2007) distinctions. While noting that the boundaries between these processes of change are fuzzy, Ross (2007) presents a number of case studies of languages that have undergone all three processes of change (for example, Takia) and languages that have undergone only lexical and grammatical calquing (for example, Mixe Basque). This patterning of these changes cross-linguistically leads Ross (2007) to propose that, chronologically, grammatical calquing does and must precede metatypy, although metatypy does not necessarily follow from grammatical calquing. Ross's (2007) categorization and chronological ordering of contact-induced structural change is helpful in beginning to gain a greater understanding of the mechanisms of change that have led to the contemporary Mono-Uruavan languages. Distinguishing between grammatical calquing and metatypy highlights the presence of two processes of change in the development of the synchronic Mono-Uruavan expression of obliques. Grammatical calquing has resulted in the semantic reorganization of the system of adpositions (source versus location/goal), while metatypy has resulted in the shift from prepositional to postpositional expression of those semantic categories. Viewing these as two processes of change helps account for the variation found in Mono-Uruavan languages, where all three languages have developed the South Bougainville semantic organization, but in each language there are forms that are prepositions and forms that are postpositions, and in Torau and Uruava some forms can be prepositional or postpositional. This pattern of variation supports the chronology proposed by Ross (2007) . That is, in Mono, the innovative ablative adposition tiga is prepositional, so it appears that the semantic reorganization may have preceded the development of postpositions, a change that is not complete in any of the three Mono-Uruavan languages. 59 As also described in 3.2, these overlapping patterns of shared and independent contact-induced changes in Mono-Uruavan languages imply a complex history of development, and raise questions that can only be 59. If Mono tiga 'source' does indeed have a verbal origin (perhaps resembling Banoni tsiganna 'to come from'), then the grammaticization of tiga as a preposition most likely occurred before the change to verb-final clause order, that is, when the clause-order VO was a dominant one (Malcolm Ross, pers. comm.). 
CONCLUDING REMARKS.
The detailed data presented in this paper on clause order, the expression of oblique arguments and adjuncts, and possessive constructions in Mono-Uruavan and South Bougainville languages illustrate the presence of structural innovations in Mono-Uruavan languages that have been influenced by the neighboring Papuan languages. The patterning of resemblant structures across all or some of the languages, particularly the changes to possessive constructions in Torau and Uruava that resemble structures found only in Nasioi and Nagovisi, raise questions regarding the relative chronology of certain changes and the nature of smaller areas of linguistic and social contact within the region as a whole. The types of contact-induced change described for Mono-Uruavan have been associated in the literature with the sociolinguistic context of long-term bilingualism among speakers of different languages, and raise the question of whether this sociolinguistic context can also be reconstructed for the southern Bougainville region. They also raise the question of why Mono-Uruavan languages have undergone such significant contactinduced change, while other Northwest Solomonic languages, spoken alongside Papuan languages, have not. For example, Roviana and Ughele, two languages of New Georgia (Solomon Islands) with their neighboring Papuan language Touo (Baniata), and Piva and Banoni, two languages spoken on the west coast of Bougainville adjacent to South and North Bougainville Papuan languages, do not display the kinds of "Papuan-like" structures found in Mono-Uruavan languages. Lincoln (1976b) suggests that the lack of contact-induced language change in Banoni may be a result of "dual-lingualism," that is, a social setting in which speakers understand, but rarely speak, their neighbors' languages. He comments on Banoni and Motuna (under the name Siwai) speakers who understand each other's language, but typically address each other in their own languages (1976b:99), and he suggests that if Motuna speakers had used Banoni it may have led to the introduction of Motuna-like structures into the language. Social factors and the role of second-language learners are still recognized in the language contact literature as determining the presence and results of contact-induced language change. A more detailed analysis of past and present social settings in southern Bougainville is needed in order to gain a greater understanding of the contact-induced changes described in this paper.
Thus while the linguistic evidence presented here supports hypotheses in the anthropological and archaeological literature suggesting a sphere of social and cultural contact in the southern Bougainville and Shortland Islands region (see Thurnwald 1912a Thurnwald , 1912b Terrell and Irwin 1972; Irwin 1973; Terrell 1978; Spriggs 1992) , it is clear that even more detailed reconstruction of the linguistic history of this region promises to be fruitful for our understanding of the region's prehistory, as well as of contact-induced change more generally.
